
DEP~TMENT OF PEWI~NG SERWCES

Dou@m M. Duncan Robem C. Hubbard
Coun~ Executive Director

December 11, 1997
Mr. Mak A. Mezzanotfe, P.E.
M/K Enterprises
2gO0 Linden Lane, Suite #2oo
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re Storrnwater Management CONCEPT/Fins/
Water Qua/i~ P/en for Clarksburg Town
Center (Phase 1)
Preliminary Plan #: 1-95042
Sife Plan #: 8-98001
Trasf SizeZone: 269.13 AdRMX-2
Total Concept Area: 120
Tax Plate: EW
Parml: 2
Liber/Folio: 67761876, 8825~75
Montg. Co. Gfld: 09-C, D, E-3, 4
Watershed: Little Seneca Creek (SPA)

Dear Mr. Mezzanoffe:

Based on a review of your resubmission, the STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CONCEPT and
the FINAL WATER QUALIW PMN (FQWP) for the above mentioned Special Protection Area site, the
following information is necessary at this time to complete our review. Most of these concerns are
based on either new intonation or the need for further clarification of the resubmission.

MCDEPS comments on the water quafity monitoring plan are attached and will have to be
addressed also.

Please address all of the following:

2.

c3.

4.

The present open setion/closed se~ion waiver approved by fhis agency only applies to
the streets within the development, The current waiver does noj.efle~d to the

—

perimeter roadways. These include Stringtown Road~<ClaWbti;g Road and ~nt ‘~ ‘ii~~ ~~!~
Road (A-305). ~._l

-— -

Due to the timited space provided for the water quality stmcfures and the appearance
of lack of space for stmcfure expansion, all roadway cross sections need to be -
defined at this time. This.will allow all water quality stmcfures to be designed for their
maximum possible impemious drainage area.

3

Roadway grading, stormdrain lay out, and street width ~ncluding sidewalks, bike paths,
etc.) must not exceed the impervious limits desctibed by the approved Final Water
Quafify Plan/Site Plan. This must be agreed to by all pafies, including regulatory
agencies.

The five foot P,U.E. along the east side of Greenway Road must be moved out of the
side slopes of the water quafity BMPs, The Water Resources Setion prefers its
deletion entirely,
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5.

6

8.

9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

Sand Filter #2. A ~ven foot high retaining wall with a ten foot (vertical) high 2:1 side
slope posses a safety threat. Provide details of safety fen~s and how maintenance
access will be provided.

Due to the addition of bike lanes/paths, and because much of main street drains
towards SF#2, please provide _ details of the Main Street including grading and
cross sections that clearly reflect maximum required width and gradng. These details,
must @ provide clear detailed sections of the stream valley crossing. Show how ~
impervious surfaces will be graded to the street, or how they will be otherwise
mnveyed to a water quahty stwcfure.

Please explain how water quatity will be provided for Strfngfown Road between street K

t

and street C ranstion areas (Clarksburg Road and Greenway Road; and Stringtown
Road and eenway Road).

~A~ k
The toD of dam for F #3 needs to be 10 feet minimum for maintenance aaess. The /

storm drain outfall needs to be efiended to the tree fine.

The outiall from B!o-filter M needs to efiend to the tree tine.
J’

The redirecting of drainage areas to pond #2 from their normal flow paths will cause a J
greater flow (both volume and duration) in the stream channel below the outlet of pond
#2. Provide TR-55 hydrology (both pre and post) which describes the possible
magnitude of the situation and a clear discussion of how t will be mitigated

How much imperviousness is anticipated for the future west side Town Square. /

Whaf type of surface is proposed for {he future play areas and pathways wfihin the
park. How is water quality being provided (or otherwise mitigated) for these areas?

Some of stmctures on sheet t 2 appear to bypass water qua~fiy structures. Please
clarify on the plan.

Show all predeveloped” drainage areas correctly, not just as a homogeneous
watershed,

The flow spliting pipe from S,D. stwcture W07to SF%needs to be within an
easement, runalongpropedy lines, not diagonally across lots.

Sheet#t shows anallev behind townhouse untis 17-23. Isthere anahemafive to the
alley? This area would ”bebefferusadto “soften” the slopes into the stream valley; !.
also, there would be less imWrvious area to deal wifh,

SEDIMENT CONTROL CONCEPT PLAN

The Review of theconcept sediment control plan revealed, generally, it is acceptable; however,
prior topermit plan submission apre-design meefing will benecessa~.

NOTE:, Please discuss inthemonitoring planwhen constwcfion of the stream repairwo~
should occur, to minimize thedamage to the stream valley.
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Review of thetinal water quality monitoring plan hasnotbeenmmpleted atthisfime.
However, the following prelimina~ comments along with comments from MCDEPwill need be
addressed at this time.

Setion 2,2. #2, and 3.3.2.

Although we may agree the bank full storm event may remain unchanged at the
Stringtown Road culvert, iwillchange ineachof the branches. Forexample: By
diverting all storm nmoff to SM basin #2, the drainage area to the main stem of the
creek may be redu~d by as much as 50Y0. How will the ban~ull affected? The
frequency and duration in the western tributary should also change, Please discuss

Section 3.2.2

#The WQ,’ /BMP designs may need to be modified or refined at the time of permitting.

Section 3. Pg. 3-12

The use of 32.2°/~’i~perviousness for the existing condition seems unreafisfic. Please
provided a clear color coded plan and calculations to justify this statement. Unless the
percent of imperiousness is correct, all assumptions, calculations, and statements in
the monitoring plan are suspect.

Se&ion 4.2.

The proposal to provide sediment control inspection only following a 1” or greater storm ‘:-
event is unacceptable. Full sediment control inspection must be done on a daily basis
wfth reports submitted to the MCDEP Special Protection Area Coordinator monthly.

Any divergence from the information provided to this office; or additional information received
during the development process; or a change in an applicable Executive Regulation may constitute
grounds to reevaluate the site for additional or amended stormwater management requirements. If
there are subsequent additions or modifications to the development, a separate concept request shall
be required.

If you have any questions regarding these adions, please feel free to contact Richard Gee of
my staff at (30t)217-63t2,

Sincerely,

Richard R. Brush, Section Manager
Water Resour@s Section

RRB:e”m:CN195042

cc. J. Davis
S. Federfine
SM File #f -95042
SM Log W8-Of 9
Wynn Wfihans


